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REMARKS 



This Amendment is in response to the Final Office Action mailed June 2, 2003 
Applicant has filed a Request for Continued Examination to have the Office withdraw the 
finality of the Office Action and have this submission entered and considered. In the Office 
Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 6-8. 12-13, 17-19, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 6 102 and 
rejected claims 3-5. 9-1 1, 14-16, 20-22, and 24-42 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Claims 1-42 remain 
pending m the q)plication. Reconsideration in light of the amendments and remarks made herein 
IS respectfully requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C.§102 

3. The Examiner rejects claims 1-2, 6-8, 12-13, and 17-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102Ce) as 
bemg anticipated by Akhtar (US 6, 1 72,973). 

Referring to claim 1 and 12, the Examiner asserts that Akhtar discloses "means for 
reccivmg a voice call having a first media type being any one of TDM voice/fax, VoIP VoATM 
and VoER, and a first signaling type corresponding to said first media type" citing Akhtar's 
disclosure of means for receiving voice calls in a TDM format. The Examiner asserts that the 
clauned switch apparatus is a switch that converts ong first media type chosen from TDM 
voi^fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR to one second media type chosen from TDM voice^fax 
VoIP, VoATM and VoFR in the Examiner's Response to Arguments. It is applicant's intent'to 
claun a switch apparatus that is an any-to-any media t>pe switch as described in the specification 
on page 12, Ime 16, through page 13, line 3. Applicant has further amended claims 1 and 12 to 
make clear that means to receive voice calls is capable of receiving TDM voice/fax VoIP 
VoATM and VoFR media types, that means to convert voice calls is capable of converting to 
TDM voice/fax. VoIP, VoATM and VoFR media types, and that said voice call is converted to a 

^ different than said first media type. AppUcant respectfully submits that 
xT™".. r-r? ^ oi^s capable of receiving voice calls having TDM voice/fax 

VOIP, VoATM VoFR media types, or a second means capable of converting voice calls to 
TDM voice/fex, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR media types. 

Referring to claims 2, 6-8, 13, and 17-19, applicant relies on the patentabiUty of the 
claims from which these claims depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any flirther 
basis for patentabihty of these claims based on the additional limitations recited. 

o ^P®*'^^y'^'I"«'sts that the Examiner withdraw the rejet^^^ 6- 

8, 12-13, and 17-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Akhtar. 

1' ^x. 7^^ Examiner rejects claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Bartholomew etal. (US 5,712.903). s> f y 

The Examiner asserts that Bartholomew discloses "said broadband connection having a 
first media type bemg any one of TDM voice/fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR" citing figure 8 
rhe Examine asserts tfiat the claimed switch apparatus is a switch that converts one first media 
type chss^i from TOM voice/fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR to second mediT^e ^osen 
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fiom TDM voice/fax. VoIP, VoATM and VoFR in the Examiner's Response to Arguments It is 
apphcant's mtent to claim a switch apparatus that is an anv-to-anv media type switch as 
descnbed in the specification on page 12. line 16, through page 1 3. line 3. AppHcant has further 
amended claun 23 to make clear that the broadband connection is capable of communicatinB 
TDM voice/fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR media types. 

The Examiner further asserts that Bartholomew discloses "said narrowband connection 
having a second media type being another of TDM voice/fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR" citing 
the narrowband telephone call of figure 8. As for the first media type, the second media type is 
not limited to one second media type chosen firom TDM voice/fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR 
AppUcant has further amended claim 23 to make clear that the narrowband interface is capable 
of communicatiag TDM voice/fax, VoIP, VoATM and VoFR media types. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the any-to-any switching ofthe present invention 
clearly distmguishes the present invention fi:om the disclosure of Bartholomew that only shows 
conversion from the single nanowband Tl voice medium to the single VoATM medium 
Bartholomew does not anticipate either the broadband or die narrowband interfaces as now 
claimed. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claim 23 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Bartholomew. 

Rejection Under 35 as,C. § 103 

6. The Examiner rejects claims 32, 33, 37. 38, and 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akhtar. » v / e 

The Examiner rejects the claims for the same reasons as claims 12, 13, 17, 18 and 19 
According apphcant traverses these rejections for the same reasons as given above for claims' 12 
13, 17, 18, and 19. * 

^, '^P/^f^^'^«=t^Ily requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection© 33 
37, 38. and 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Akhtar. 

7. The Examiner rejects claims 3, 14, and 34 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akhtar in view of Chu et al. (US 5,956,334). 

AppUcant reUes on the patentabiUty ofthe claims fix>m which these claims depends to 
diverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of these claims 
based on the additional limitations recited. 

8. The Examiner rejects claims 9, 11, 20, 22, 40, and 42 under 35 U.S.C. § 103fa) as being 
unpatentable over Akhtar in view ofLee (US 6,252,847). » V7 5 

AppUcant relies on the patentabiUty ofthe claims fi^ which these claims depends to 
teaverse the re)«:tion without prejudice to any further basis for patentabiUty of these claims 
based on the additional limitations recited. 
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9. The Examiner rejects claims 5, 16, and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akhtar in view of Chu as ^plied to claims 3 and 14 above and further in view 
of Lee. 

AppUcant relies on the patentabiUty of the claims from which these claims depends to 
fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentabiUty of these claims 
based on the additional limitations recited. 

10. The Examiner rejects claims 4 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 

°J,^^^n!^.^^^ ^ ^PP^'®*^ ''^^"'^ 3 and further in view of Martin 

{Ub 6,154,776). 

AppUcant reUes on the patentabiUty of the claims from which these claims depends to 
trav«»se the rejection without prqudice to any further basis for patentabiUty of these claims 
based on the additional limitations recited. 

11. The Examiner rejects claims 10, 21, and 41 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akhtar m view of Lee as applied to claims 9 and 20 above and further in view 
of Mailin. 

r. 

AppUcant reUes on the patentability of the claims from which these claims depends to 
ttavCTse the rejection without prejudice to any further bads for patentabiUty of these claims 
based on the additional limitations recited. 

B^olomt^'^^s"!^^^^^^^^^^ ^ 103(a)as being unpatentable over 

AppUcant reUes on the patentabiUty of the claims from which these claims depends to 
travarse the rej ection without prejudice to any further basis for patentabiUty of these claims 
based on the additional Umitatlons recited. 

IL p f"""^^' rejects claims 24 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bartholomew m view of Chu. 

Applicant reUes on the patentability of the claims from which these claims depends to 
tavose the rejection without prejudice to any fnrther basis for patentability of these claims 
based on flie additional limitations recited. 

Examiner rejects claim 31 under 35 US.C § 103(a) as being mipatentable over 
S^^'m)^ ^'^^ ^ ^"'^ ^ ^ ^ of Rathnavelu (US 

AppUcant reUes on the patentabiUty ofthe claims from wMch these clai^ 
n^verse the rejwtion without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of theseTlaims 
based on the additional limitations recited uic»c«aims 
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Conduston 

Applicant respectfUUy requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAK^LY. Sj^OLOFF. TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 
Dated: September 2, 2003 By_ 

Jame 

Re^o. 41,064 

Tel.; (714) 557-3800 (Pacific Coast) 
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